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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING
1812 Ninth Street

Sacramento, California 95814-7000

(916) 445-0184 Fax (916) 445-0800

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

January 2, 1997

Dear Colleagues in Education:

On behalf of the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 1 am pleased
to support the work of the Committee on Accreditation and its  Accreditation
Handbook. This handbook represents the culmination of over two decades of
work on improving the education of California's teachers, service personnel
and administrators through a collaborative decision-making process and an
intensive four year development effort by the Accreditation Advisory Council.
Through these combined efforts, California has again pioneered innovation in
educator preparation through its Accreditation Framework. Created by the
vision and leadership of Senator Marian Bergeson and Governor Pete Wilson,
this new professional accreditation process is recognized as one of both
substance and quality by legislators, professional organizations and post -
secondary education institutions throughout the state. Classroom teachers,
school service personnel, administrators, and higher education faculty have
served on expert panels and review committees, and have responded to public
hearings and draft documents in the overall development of the accreditation
system and the standards it enforces. @ The Commission believes that the new
process has been enormously strengthened because it now combines the
wisdom of practice and the research of the academy. This new process of

professional accreditation will assure the people of California that their public
school work force is well prepared to meet the demands of contemporary
schools.

The Commission realizes that periodic accreditation reviews take significant
amounts of time and energy by the faculty of the institutions being accredited
and by those who conduct the accreditation visits. We appreciate the
dedication of those who prepare educators and those who serve on
accreditation teams. The end result of the efforts of those who participate in
accreditation is a system of educator preparation of which we can all be proud.

Sincerely,

Carolyn L. Ellner, Ph.D.
Commission Chair



STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING
1812 Ninth Street

Sacramento, California 95814-7000

(916) 445-0184 Fax (916) 445-0800

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

September 10, 1996

Dear Colleagues in Education:

One of the major functions of the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing is

to support the accreditation of educator preparation. Oversight of a new
accreditation system has been delegated to the Committee on Accreditation. This
Committee, created by an act of the Legislature in 1994, has been charged with the
task of deciding on the continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions
and programs, deciding on the initial accreditation of programs submitted by eligible
institutions, and determining the comparability of national or alternative program
standards with California standards of educator preparation. This accreditation
process is designed to assure the public and the Legislature that these programs are
effectively training school personnel to function in the credential areas for which
they are being prepared.

Commencing in 1997-98, approximately 120 credential programs in 12-13 public and
private colleges and universities in California will be accredited by Committee on
Accreditation teams annually. More than 150 practitioners, higher educators, and
school administrators voluntarily serve on accreditation teams each year.

The Commission is proud of this new, innovative accreditation process but is
committed to making it an even more effective system for providing useful
information for institutional program improvement and statewide policy formation.
To this end, formal evaluations of the process by team members and institutional
representatives are included as a part of each accreditation visit; informal
evaluations are encouraged at any time. A formal evaluation of the new
accreditation process will take place during its initial years.

The Commission anticipates that the professional accreditation process will provide
opportunities for institutions of higher education to engage in productive reflection
about their efforts to prepare educators for today's classrooms and schools. 1 trust
that you will encourage your colleagues to make good use of each accreditation visit
by pursuing it as a true learning experience.

Sincerely,

Sam W. Swofford, Ed.D.
Executive Director
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING
1812 Ninth Street

Sacramento, California 95814-7000

(916) 327-2968 FAX (916) 327-3165

COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION

January 2, 1997

Dear Colleagues:

On behalf of the members of the Committee on Accreditation, we are pleased to
present to you the first edition of the Accreditation Handbook. This document
is intended to provide new information on the standards and related questions
to be used by institutions planning to offer programs of educator preparation,
including information regarding the possible use of national professional
association standards or alternative standards proposed by an institution in
lieu of adopted California program standards. In addition, the Handbook
addresses the particular needs of those institutions planning a merged visit
between the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education process
and the Committee on Accreditation process.

The Handbook includes all of the technical and procedural information
necessary to prepare for and conduct an accreditation visit including specific
information about the institutional Preliminary Report, the Self-Study Report,
supporting documents, guidelines for organizing exhibits, interview
schedules, and appeal procedures. The Handbook also provides information
about team decision-making procedures, team member responsibilities, advice
to team members, and interview techniques and strategies suggested to team
members.

We believe that this Handbook will provide invaluable assistance to
institutions preparing for a state accreditation visit. We look forward to
hearing your suggestions for its improvement and to any recommendations
you may have to strengthen this innovative approach to ensuring excellence

in educator preparation in California.

Sincerely,

Carol Barnes Robert Hathaway
Co-Chair Co-Chair
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Overview of the Committee on Accreditation

Under the auspices of Senate Bills 148 (Bergeson, 1988) and 655 (Bergeson, 1993), the
education community in California launched an initiative to create a professional
accreditation and certification system that would contribute to excellence in
California public education well into the 21st  Century. The California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing, the nation's oldest independent teaching standards board, has
long engaged in credential program reviews. The Accreditation Framework,
developed by the Accreditation Advisory Council to replace program review,
represents a unique, pioneering effort to advance the quality of educator
preparation through the creation of an integrated accreditation and certification
system.

The first purpose of this new professional accreditation and certification system is to
assure the public, the students, and the profession that California's future educators
have access to excellence in foundational studies, specialized preparation, and
professional practica, and that these components of educator preparation are
oriented to the needs of future elementary and secondary students. A second purpose
is to ensure that all future educators have actually acquired the abilities and
perspectives essential for service in our public schools. A third critical purpose is to
assure that the preparation of future educators is appropriate for the assignments
made in our public schools. The fourth purpose is to contribute to broader efforts to
enhance the personal stature and professional standing of all members of the
education profession. An integrated accreditation and certification system provides
the strongest possible assurance that professional credentials are awarded only to
individuals who have earned them.

This new accreditation system for California emphasizes the essential participation of
professional educators in the development of accreditation policies and procedures,
the conduct of institutional reviews, and the determination of accreditation decisions.
The twelve member Committee on Accreditation, carefully selected from a pool of
over 300 nominations, embodies the expertise, experiences, and commitment
envisioned by the writers of the Accreditation Framework.

This Committee developed criteria for the selection of the Board of Institutional
Reviewers who will conduct accreditation visits and make recommendations
regarding institutional accreditation to the Committee. These criteria plus other key
elements of the new system are contained in this Handbook to make clear the

requirements and expectations of this unique system. Finally, the Accreditation
Framework provides significant options regarding national accreditation in lieu of
state accreditation and the use of individual program standards other than
California's for institutions of higher education as they prepare for initial and
continuing accreditation. In providing these options, the Framework also mandates
that one accreditation decision be made for the entire institution rather than
separate decisions made for each program. These changes are intended to foster

institutional options and innovations, and increase the rigor of professional
accreditation through the application of the highest professional standards.



A Reader’'s Guide to the Accreditation Handbook

The Accreditation Framework calls for the development of an Accreditation
Handbook that is intended to provide sufficient information about all adopted
accreditation procedures to both institutions of higher education preparing for an
accreditation visit and the accreditation team members who will conduct the visit.
Thus, this single document is written for two audiences. The Handbook is divided into
seven chapters and contains three appendices.

Chapter One provides specific information about the responsibilities for professional
accreditation matters shared by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing
and the Committee on Accreditation. Although the legislation that mandated the
development of the Accreditation Framework gave primary responsibility for
making accreditation decisions to the Committee on Accreditation, the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing does have certain tasks to perform in this area.
These tasks are delineated in Chapter One. They should be of interest to institutions
of higher education and to team members.

Chapters Two through Four are of principal interest to institutions of higher
education preparing for an accreditation visit. These chapters provide specific
information on required and recommended preparations for an accreditation visit.
This includes new information about special circumstances affecting institutions
seeking national accreditation, either for their education unit or for individual
credential programs. Chapter Four gives specific information about the actual
procedures followed in the conduct of an accreditation visit. Institutions are
encouraged to see this information as providing important insights and useful
advice. The Accreditation Framework provides for opportunities to individualize an
accreditation visit. Institutional representatives should confer with the assigned
CCTC/COA Program Consultant if there are desired innovations or alterations of stated
procedures of importance to the institution.

The Accreditation Framework has changed a number of deadlines for accreditation
visits and added some new tasks. Institutions are directed to the section of Chapter
Two on the Preliminary Report which is due one year before the actual visit. This
will require early decision-making by the institution regarding the type of standards
to be used, the configuration of the accreditation team, and other special issues that
may arise in the visit planning.

Chapter Three will be of substantial importance to those institutions seeking national
accreditation. These options are new to California and represent powerful
alternatives to state accreditation. Institutions may opt for a combination of state and
national accreditation or combine national accreditation, state accreditation and use

of alternative or experimental standards all in one accreditation visit. All
institutions are urged to review these options carefully before filing a
Preliminary Report with the Committee on Accreditation.



Chapters Five through Seven are of particular interest to individuals serving on an
accreditation team. These chapters detail what team members do before and during a
visit and provide information about the new role  of Cluster Leader. Chapter Seven

focuses on the substantially enhanced role of the Team Leader. Team training will

include the information presented in these chapters but will go far beyond these
words by providing simulations and other instructional activities. Chapter Seven

provides information about the data collection procedures followed by team members.

While this second section is designed primarily for team members and the first
section is designed primarily for institutions preparing for a visit, the Committee on
Accreditation encourages both groups to read the other chapters. The Committee is
committed to providing full disclosure of its accreditation process to all. By providing
these chapters in a combined document, the COA believes that all will have a clearer
understanding of the total professional accreditation process.

The appendices provide the reader with examples of documents and standard forms
used in the accreditation process. The team report presented is provided only to give
a specific example of a complete team report. It is not intended to serve as a model in
its entirety.

Finally, the Accreditation Handbook has been produced in a manner that will foster
revisions and updates. The COA intends this document to reflect its procedures and
expects to make revisions in those procedures as the professional accreditation
process matures. New sections will be mailed out periodically to replace out-moded
procedures. Additionally, the Handbook will be available in computer disk format
and will be placed on the CTC's "Home Page." In this manner, the COA can reduce
printing costs and increase availability. The COA welcomes comments and
suggestions for improving its  Accreditation Handbook.



Chapter One:
Responsibilities of the California Commission on Teacher
Credentialing and the Committee on Accreditation

Introduction

The Committee on Accreditation was created as a result of Senate Bill 148 (Bergeson)
and implemented pursuant to Senate Bill 655 (Bergeson). The provisions of these
statutes, found in the Education Code, Sections 44370 through 44374, govern the
Accreditation Framework, and guide this Handbook. The complete Accreditation
Framework is presented in Appendix C.

Certain responsibilities related to the accreditation of educator preparation are
assigned to the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing and certain other
responsibilities are assigned to the Committee on Accreditation. This chapter
identifies the specific duties of each body that relate directly to the professional
accreditation process. Institutions preparing for accreditation reviews and
institutions interested in adding new credential programs under the Accreditation
Framework should read this chapter.

I. Responsibilities of the California Commission on Teacher
Credentialing

A. Adopt and Modify the Accreditation Framework. The Commission has
the authority and responsibility to adopt an Accreditation Framework,
“which sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the accreditation
of educator preparation in California” (Education Code Section 44372-a). The
Accreditation Framework is found in Appendix C. The Commission may
modify the Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the Framework.

B. Establish and Modify Standards for Educator Preparation. Pursuant
to Education Code Section 44372-b, the Commission has the authority and
responsibility to establish and modify standards for educator preparation in
California.

C. Initial Accreditation of Institutions. In accordance with Education
Code Sections 44227-a and 44372-c and Section 4 of this Framework, the
Commission determines the eligibility of an institution that applies for initial
accreditation and that has not previously prepared educators for state
certification in California. The Commission accredits institutions that meet
the criteria that have been adopted for that purpose by the Commission.
Institutional accreditation by the Commission establishes the eligibility of an
institution to submit specific program proposals to the Committee on
Accreditation.

D. Hear and Resolve Accreditation Appeals. The Commission hears
appeals of accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence that
accreditation procedures or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or
contrary to the policies of the Commission or the procedural guidelines of
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the Committee on Accreditation” (Education Code Section 44374-e). The
Commission resolves each appeal, and the Executive Director communicates
the Commission’s decision to the Committee on Accreditation, the
accreditation team, and the affected institution. The  Appeal Procedures are
found in Chapter Four of this Handbook.

E. Appoint the Committee on Accreditation. Pursuant to Education Code
44372-d and Section 2 of this Framework, the Commission appoints members
and alternate members of the Committee on Accreditation for specific terms.
The Commission selects the Committee members and alternate members from
nominees submitted by the Nominating Panel. The Commission ensures that
the Committee on Accreditation is professionally distinguished and balanced
in its composition, but does not appoint members to represent particular
institutions, organizations or constituencies.

F. Address Issues and Refer Concerns Related to Accreditation. The
Commission considers issues and concerns related to accreditation that it
identifies, as well as those brought to the Commission’s attention by the
Committee on Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, the Commission's

staff, or other concerned individuals or organizations. At its discretion, the
Commission may refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee on
Accreditation for examination and response.

G. Review Annual Reports by the Committee on Accreditation. The
Commission reviews Annual Accreditation Reports submitted by the
Committee on Accreditation. Annual Reports include standard information
about the dimensions and results of the accreditation process.

H. Allocate Resources Annually for Accreditation Operations. The
Commission annually allocates resources for accreditation operations to
implement the Accreditation Framework. Consistent with the Commission’s

general practice, staff assignments to accreditation operations are made by
the Executive Director, in accordance with state budgets, laws and
regulations.

I. Jointly Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditation Policies
and Practices. The Commission shares responsibility with the Committee
on Accreditation for the design and implementation of a comprehensive
evaluation of accreditation policies and the selection of an external evaluator
to conduct the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8 of the  Framework.

Il. Responsibilities of the Committee on Accreditation

A. Comparability of Standards. In accordance with Section 3 of the
Framework, the Committee determines whether standards submitted by
institutions under Option 2 (National or Professional Program Standards) or

Option 5 (Alternative Program Standards), taken as a whole, provide a level
of program quality comparable to standards adopted by the Commission
under Option 1 (California Program  Standards). If the Committee determines
that the proposed standards are collectively comparable in breadth and
depth, when taken as a whole, to the Commission-adopted standards, the
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Committee on Accreditation may approve the proposed standards as Program
Standards in California.

B. Initial Accreditation of Programs. The Committee reviews proposals
for the initial accreditation of programs submitted by institutions that have
been determined eligible by the Commission. New programs of educator
preparation may be submitted under Options One (California Program
Standards), Two (National or Professional Program Standards), Four
(Experimental Program Standards) or Five (Alternative Program Standards)
in Section 3 of the Framework. If the Committee determines that a program
meets all applicable standards, the Committee grants initial accreditation to
the program.

C. Continuing Accreditation Decisions. After reviewing the
recommendations of accreditation teams, the Committee makes decisions
about the continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions and
programs, consistent with Section 6 of the Framework. Pertaining to each
institution, the Committee makes one of three decisions: Accreditation,
Accreditation with Stipulations (which can be Technical or Substantive), or
Denial of Accreditation.

D. Accreditation Procedures. Consistent with the terms of Section 6, the
Committee recommends appropriate guidelines  for self-study reports and
other accreditation materials and exhibits to be prepared by institutions. The
Committee also adopts guidelines for accreditation team reports, which
emphasize the wuse of narrative, qualitative explanations of team
recommendations. The Committee may provide additional guidance to
institutions, teams, and the Executive Director regarding accreditation visit
procedures. The procedural guidelines of the Committee are published by the
Commission in this Accreditation Handbook.

E. Monitor the Accreditation System. The Committee monitors the
performance of accreditation teams and oversees other activities associated
with the accreditation system.

F. Annual Reports, Recommendations and Responses. The Committee
presents Annual Accreditation Reports to the Commission. Annual Reports
include standard information about the dimensions and results of the

accreditation process. The Committee also advises the Commission about
policy changes to improve the quality and integrity of the accreditation

process.

G. Meet in Public Sessions. The Committee conducts its business and makes
its decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as provided by
statute.

H. Jointly Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditation Policies
and Practices. The Committee shares responsibility with the Commission
for the design and implementation of a comprehensive evaluation of
accreditation policies and the selection of an external evaluator to conduct
the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8 of the Framework.
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Chapter Two:
Initial Accreditation and
Discontinuation of Programs

Introduction

This chapter provides information on the process a postsecondary institution must
follow to add new credential programs once it has been institutionally accredited by
the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Any postsecondary institution
operating approved credential programs in 1996-97 is considered to  be institutionally
accredited by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. The chapter also
provides information about the process for withdrawing or discontinuing a program.

Initial Accreditation of Programs

According to the Accreditation Framework (Section 2-A-2) the Committee on
Accreditation is responsible for granting initial accreditation to new programs of
educator preparation. If the Committee determines that a program meets all
applicable standards, the Committee grants initial accreditation to the program. New
credential program proposals by eligible institutions must fulfill preconditions
established by state law and the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing.
They must also fulfill the Common Standards and one of the Program Standards
options listed in Section 3 of the Framework: Option 1, California Program Standards;
Option 2, National or Professional Program Standards; Option 4, Experimental
Program Standards; or Option 5, Alternative Program Standards. Descriptions of new
programs include evidence of involvement in program design and planning by
elementary and secondary practitioners and members of diverse local communities.

Section 4-B of the Framework contains the Policies for Initial Accreditation of

Programs. Prior to being presented to the Committee for action, new programs
proposed by eligible institutions are reviewed by Commission staff members who
have expertise in the credential area. If the Commission staff does not possess the

necessary expertise, the program proposals are reviewed by panels of external
experts selected by the Executive Director. New programs  are reviewed in relation to
the preconditions, Common Standards and the selected Program Standards. The
Committee considers recommendations by the staff and the external review panels
when deciding on the accreditation of each proposed program.

An institution that selects National or Professional Program Standards (Option 2) or
develops Alternative Program Standards (Option 5) submits the standards to the
Committee on Accreditation for initial approval prior to developing a program
proposal. The acceptability of the standards is assured before the institution
prepares a program proposal. An institution may choose to submit a program that
meets the Experimental Program Standards (Option 4) adopted by the Commission
when the program is designed to examine professional issues or policy questions
related to the preparation of credential candidates.
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Basic Steps in the Accreditation of New Programs
Preliminary Staff Review

Before submitting program proposals for formal review and initial accreditation,
institutions are encouraged to request preliminary reviews of draft proposals by the
Commission’s professional staff. The purpose of these reviews is to assist institutions
in developing programs that are consistent with the intent and scope of the
standards, and that will be logical and clear to the external reviewers. Program
proposals may be submitted for preliminary staff review at any time. The normal
"turn around time" for a preliminary staff review will be approximately one month.
Preliminary review is voluntary. Its purpose is to assist institutions in preparing
program proposals that can be reviewed most expeditiously in the formal review
process.

Review of Preconditions

An institution’s response to the preconditions is reviewed by the Commission’s
professional staff. The preconditions are based on state laws and regulations, and do
not involve issues of program quality. At the institution’s discretion, preconditions
may be reviewed either during the preliminary review stage, or after the
institution's formal submission of a proposal. If the staff determines that the
program complies with the requirements of state laws and administrative
regulations, the program is eligible for a further review of the standards by the staff
or a review panel. If the program does not comply with the preconditions, the
proposal is returned to the institution with specific information about the lack of
compliance. Such a program may be resubmitted once the compliance issues have
been resolved.

Formal Review of Program Quality Standards for Initial Accreditation

Unlike the preconditions, the standards address issues of program quality and
effectiveness, so each institution’s formal response to the standards is reviewed by
Commission staff or a small review panel of experts in the field of preparation.
During the program review process, there is an opportunity for institutional
representatives to confer with staff consultants or the review panel to answer
questions or clarify issues that may arise.

If the staff or the review panel determine that a proposed program fulfills the
standards, the program is recommended for initial accreditation by the Committee on
Accreditation at one of its regular meetings. Action by the Committee is

communicated to the institution in writing.

If the staff or the review panel determine that the program does not meet the
standards, the proposal is returned to the institution with an explanation of the
findings. Specific reasons for the decision are communicated to the institution.
Representatives of the institution can obtain information and assistance from the
Commission’s staff or one or more designated members of the panel. After changes
have been made in the program, the proposal may be submitted for re-consideration.
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Appeal of an Adverse Decision

If a program is not recommended to the Committee on Accreditation for approval by
staff (on the basis of responses to preconditions or standards) or the review panel
(on the basis of responses to standards), the institution may present a formal request
to place that program on the agenda of the Committee for consideration. In so doing,
the institution must provide the following information:

e The original program proposal, and the stated reasons of the Commission's
staff or the review panel for not recommending initial accreditation of the
program.

« A specific response by the institution to the request of the Commission's staff
or the review panel for additional information, including a copy of the
resubmitted proposal (if it has been resubmitted).

< A rationale for the institution's request.

The Committee on Accreditation will review the information and do one of the
following:

< Grant initial accreditation to the program.

< Request a new review of the institution's response to the standards by a
different Commission staff member or a different review panel.

< Deny initial accreditation to the program.

Within twenty business days of the Committee on Accreditation decision to deny
initial accreditation, the institution may submit evidence to the Executive Director of
the Commission that the decision made by the Committee on Accreditation was
arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Accreditation
Framework or the procedural guidelines of the Committee. (Information related to
the quality of the program that was not previously presented to the Commission's
staff or the review panel may not be considered by the Commission.) The Executive
Director will determine if the evidence submitted by the institution responds to the
criteria for appeal. If it does, the Executive Director will forward the appeal to the
Commission. If it does not, the institution will be notified how the information does
not respond to the criteria and given ten business days to re-submit the appeal to the
Executive Director.

The appeal will be heard before the Preparation Standards Committee of the
Commission. The Committee will consider the written evidence provided by the
institution and a written response from the Committee on Accreditation. In resolving
the appeal, the Commission will take one of the following actions:

e Sustain the decision of the Committee on Accreditation to deny initial
accreditation to the program.

e Overturn the decision of the Committee on Accreditation and grant initial
accreditation to the program.

e The Executive Director communicates the Commission's decision to the
Committee on Accreditation and the institution.
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Withdrawal of Credential Programs

An institution may decide to withdraw a program that has been previously approved
by the Commission or accredited by the Committee on Accreditation. The following
procedures must be followed:

The institution notifies the Executive Director of its intention to withdraw the
program when the current candidates complete the program.

The notification will include the date in which candidates will no longer be admitted
to the program.

Candidates already admitted to the program are notified in writing by the institution

that the program is being withdrawn. The institution determines a date by which all
enrolled candidates will be able to finish the program. The institution assists
enrolled candidates in planning for the completion of their program. The institution

files the list of candidates and date of their program completion with the Commission.

Following the date determined by the institution, after which candidates will no
longer be enrolled, the program may no longer operate and the institution may no
longer recommend candidates for the credential.

A program being withdrawn will not be included in any continuing accreditation
visits while candidates are finishing the program, provided that the Executive
Director was notified of the institutional intent to withdraw the program at least one
year before the continuing accreditation visit.

A withdrawn program may be re-accredited only when  the institution submits a new
proposal for initial accreditation according to the Committee on Accreditation initial
accreditation policies. From the date in  which candidates were no longer admitted to
the program, the institution must wait at least two years before requesting re -
accreditation of the program.

Discontinuation of Credential Programs

When an institution is required by the Committee on  Accreditation to discontinue a
credential program, the following procedures must be followed:

The institution, within 60 days of action by the Committee on  Accreditation, files with
the Executive Director its plan for program discontinuation when the current
candidates complete the program.

Candidates are no longer admitted to the program, once the institution is required to
discontinue the program.

Candidates already admitted to the program are notified in writing by the institution
that the program is being discontinued. The institution determines a date by which
all enrolled candidates will be able to finish the program. The institution assists
enrolled candidates in planning for the completion of their program. The institution
files the list of candidates and dates of program completion with the Commission.
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Following the date determined by the institution, after which the institution will no
longer enroll candidates, the program may no longer operate and the institution may
not recommend candidates for the credential.

A discontinued program may be re-accredited only when the institution submits a
new proposal for initial accreditation according to the Committee on Accreditation
initial accreditation policies. The institution must wait at least two years after the
date of discontinuation before requesting re-accreditation.
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Chapter Three:
Preparation for Continuing Accreditation Visits

Introduction

This chapter provides detailed information on the procedures, activities, and
decisions that precede the actual accreditation visit. The size and composition of the
accreditation team is described first. The responsibilities of the Consultant provided
by the CCTC/COA to the institution are listed and the institutional overview meeting
the consultant will hold well before the visit is also described. The rest of chapter
gives detailed information on all aspects of making the preparations for an
accreditation visit beginning with the necessary schedule planning and ending with
special circumstances that may affect the visit. This chapter will be of particular
interest to those who are charged with the administrative tasks related to a
professional accreditation visit.

A. Accreditation Teams
Structure and Size of Teams

1. Board of Institutional Reviewers. To conduct reviews for the
continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions, the Executive
Director of the Commission maintains a Board of Institutional Reviewers
consisting of California college and university faculty members and
administrators, elementary and secondary school teachers and other
certificated professionals, and local school board members, pursuant to
Education Code Section 44374-b. The Board consists of approximately 200
persons who are geographically and culturally diverse, and who represent
gender equity. The Committee on Accreditation establishes criteria for
membership on the Board. The Executive Director adds new members to the
Board from time to time.

2. Team Structure. For an institution being considered for continuing
accreditation, the Executive Director appoints an accreditation team drawn
from the Board of Institutional Reviewers and designates the team's leader.
To ensure appropriate attention to specific programs at the institution, the
team leader and the Commission's staff establish clusters of reviewers in a
team with more than three members. One cluster of team members has
primary responsibility for reviewing the Common Standards. Other clusters
are responsible for reviewing groups of credential programs, and may
provide information to the cluster that reviews the Common Standards. The
size of clusters ranges from one to five members, depending on the level of
effort required for each set of assignments.
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3. Team Size and Expertise. Normally, an accreditation team has from two to
fifteen members. Programs are clustered together, where appropriate, to
keep team size manageable, but needed expertise is included on each team.
The range of credential programs at an institution is reflected in the
expertise of the reviewers, but there need not be a one-to-one
correspondence between credential programs and reviewer specialization.
Student enrollments in programs, the complexity of programs, and/or the
numbers of specialized programs offered by an institution may lead to a team
with more than fifteen members. Student enrollment is a factor because the
team must interview a sufficient sample of candidates and graduates in order
to make valid, reliable judgments about issues of quality. Complexity may be
a factor if an institution operates diverse programs, or if programs are
offered at geographically dispersed locations or in colleges outside the
education unit. At least one member of each institution's  team has a depth of
expertise in the multicultural, diversity and language acquisition needs of
California classrooms. The size of a team and the clustering of programs are
determined jointly by the dean or director of each unit that is responsible
for credential programs, the Commission's staff consultant; and the team
leader appointed for the review; all of whom sign a team size agreement.

Organization and Expertise of Teams

1. Team Leader. The Executive Director appoints an experienced reviewer as
the leader of an institution's review team for continuing accreditation. The
leader's roles are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant in planning the
review, participate in team size and composition decisions, and provide
leadership in team training, orientation and support during the
accreditation review. The team leader and the Commission's staff consultant
are jointly responsible for management of the review.

2. Cluster Leaders. The team leader and staff consultant select a member of
each cluster to serve as cluster leader, whose role is to help in organizing
and managing the cluster's activities during the review.

3. Common Standards Cluster. The Common Standards are reviewed by a
cluster of reviewers, including members who are able to make judgments
about the education unit. This cluster may include a dean, associate dean,
university unit director (when a smaller institution has a department rather
than a school of education) and/or a superintendent of a school district or
county office of education.

4. Program Clusters. Team members with appropriate experience and
qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about credential
programs. Reviewers assigned to a cluster should have sufficient expertise
to make sound judgments about programs in the cluster.

5. Team Assignments. Team members are trained in reviewing the Common
Standards and/or the selected Program Standards. A single cluster of
reviewers is not normally given primary responsibility for reviewing the
Common Standards and Program Standards in the same review.
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Team Continuity . When possible and when appropriate to the programs at
one or more institutions to be visited, members of previously successful
teams are kept together for the purpose of reviewing more than one

institution.

New Reviewers. For the most part, an accreditation team consists of
experienced reviewers. A team need not include an inexperienced member,
but new reviewers are appointed to accreditation teams after their training,
when appropriate.

Conflict of Interest. Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of interest
involving accreditation team members and the institution being reviewed.
No member of a team shall have ties to the institution, such as current or past
enrollment there, programmatic collaboration, past or present employment,

or spousal connections.

Training and Orientation of Teams

Prior to participation in an accreditation review, team members, cluster leaders
and team leaders participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.

1.

Team Training. To ensure that accreditation reviews examine issues of
quality in preparation, team members participate in an intensive three to
four day training program, which focuses on team skills, interview
techniques, accreditation procedures, and the consistent application of
standards. This training will also include  specialized activities for returning
team members, cluster leaders and team leaders.

Team Orientation. On the day prior to the beginning of an accreditation
site visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about the
institutional self-study report, review their  prior training as team members,
and thoroughly plan the team activities for the accreditation review under
the team leader and cluster leaders.

B. Responsibilities of the CCTC/COA Consultant

The CCTC/COA consultant assigned to an institution has the responsibility to
coordinate all aspects of the accreditation process and represents the Committee on
Accreditation throughout the entire process. The consultant will:

1.

Assist in all the preliminary preparations and logistics described in this
Handbook to facilitate the accreditation process.

Assist the Team Leader in developing the specific details of the visit.
Review the Preliminary Report prepared by the institution regarding its

mission, institutional demographics, special emphasis programs, and other
unique features of the institution.
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10.

11.

12.

Assist in determining the team size and configuration collaboratively with
the team leader and the institutional representative.

Review the Institutional Self-Study Report and all other program
documents prior to final submission to the accreditation team.

Select randomly the individuals to be interviewed by the accreditation team
from a list provided by the institution.

Maintain on going contact with the institution prior to, during, and after
the accreditation visit.

Assist the team leader with the team orientation, provide logistical support
during the accreditation process, assist the team members' understanding
of the Commission's standards, and facilitate the team leader in the writing
of the report.

Act as a facilitator to the team as it makes its accreditation recommendation
but will not judge the professional content or quality of any institution's
credential programs.

Ameliorate concerns and problems that arise during the accreditation
process.

Assist the team leader in preparing the team recommendation for
submission to the Committee on Accreditation and be present at the COA
meeting when the report is acted upon by the Committee. The consultant
also assists the institution in presenting its appeal to the Committee on
Accreditation should the institution elect to do so. Finally, the consultant
assists the team leader in the event that a dissent is filed with  the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding the actions of the
Committee on Accreditation.

Work with the institution regarding any stipulations that may result from
the original visit. The consultant arranges and either accompanies
members of the original accreditation team on the re-visit or conducts the
follow-up visit if a staff re-visit is recommended. If a specialized credential
program team is recommended by the original accreditation team, the
consultant is charged with identifying and preparing that specialized team,
making the necessary arrangements  with the institution to accommodate a
specialized accreditation site visit, preparing the report for submission to
the Committee, and being present when the original and specialized team
reports are presented to the Committee for its action.

Accreditation Handbook Chapter 3

12



C. The Institutional Overview Meeting

Approximately eighteen to twenty-four months prior to the scheduled accreditation
visit, the CCTC/COA consultant contacts the institution to schedule an institutional
overview meeting. The purpose of this meeting is to  acquaint the administration and
faculty of the institution with the Accreditation Framework, to provide assistance in
the development of the Preliminary Report (sent to the team leader and the CCTC/COA
consultant twelve months prior to the actual accreditation visit), and to answer other
questions that may arise. The institution may invite anyone it chooses to attend this
meeting.

D. Scheduling an Accreditation Visit
Dates of the Visit

Accreditation visits normally occur five to seven years from the date of the last
evaluation unless the institution is required to have more frequent accreditation
visits by a national accrediting body. The Committee on Accreditation also
retains the right to schedule more  frequent site visits as a stipulation of
institutional accreditation.

The following criteria are used to determine a date for the team visit:

1. Select a time period when students are on campus and student teachers are in
classrooms. Be certain to avoid local school holidays, major academic
conferences and other times that will draw  faculty away from campus or
otherwise impede collection of information from graduates, employers of
graduates, cooperating schools, or community members.

2. The visit, if it is a merged accreditation visit at the unit level, must be
coordinated with the national accrediting body. If the visit will involve a
national or professional accrediting body for one or more credential
programs, early planning must be initiated to attend to the needs of both
state and national bodies.

3. As a rule, the first full day of an accreditation visit will begin on a Monday
and team members will arrive on Sunday afternoon. Exceptions are
permitted to this rule, but they should be requested early in  the process by
the institution. Institutions with multiple sites, unusual class schedules, or
other issues should also make known these circumstances early in the
planning process.

4. The institution should propose a series of acceptable dates as the Committee
on Accreditation and the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing
must schedule the year's accreditation visits in a manner that does not
adversely impact the staff. The final responsibility for identifying an
acceptable date for the accreditation visit lies with the institution being
visited.
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Schedule of Review Activities

1.

As noted above, accreditation team visits are scheduled for three and one-half
days. The team arrives at its hotel site on Sunday afternoon, typically by 3:00
p.m. The team holds its orientation meeting at the hotel, completing its business
normally by 5:00 p.m.

Institutions may choose to schedule a reception at the  hotel or on the campus for
the accreditation team. Such an event is optional and is at the discretion of the
institution. General remarks by senior administrators or other ceremonial
aspects of the visit can be accomplished at this time. Institutions may also want

to have community members or other guests included in this event. If dinner is
included in the event, it should conclude by 9:00 p.m. If no dinner is included,
the event should end by 7:30 p.m.

The first full day of the accreditation visit is devoted to document reviews and
interviews with a sample of all major interest groups -- faculty, administration,
students, graduates, employers of graduates, cooperating school personnel, and
community members. The team schedule created by the institution must show
sufficient time during the day for document review and for team meetings.

The second full day of the accreditation visit can duplicate the first full day or it
may include visits to important collaboration sites or other facilities deemed
essential by the institution. The team schedule created by the institution must
include time for a mid-visit meeting to permit the team leader to share with
representatives of the institution (a) areas where the standards appear not to be

fully satisfied, and (b) requests for additional information pertaining to those
standards.
Wherever possible, the institution should not schedule team members for

interviews after 6:00 p.m. on any day. If late interviews are necessary, the
schedule must show time during the day for team members to confer, to
summarize notes, or to attend to personal needs.

The morning of the third full day of the visit is set aside for report writing by the
team and no other activities can be scheduled. The presentation of the team's
findings (where the team leader presents the team's findings and its
accreditation recommendation to the Committee on Accreditation) takes place in
the afternoon. The institution may invite anyone to attend this public
presentation of the accreditation team's report.
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Logistical and Budgeting Arrangements

1. The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing is responsible for all direct
expenses of the state accreditation team, including lodging, per diem, and travel
expenses. The Commission is also responsible for (a) the direct expenses
incurred by the team leader and the consultant in working with the institution
on arrangements for the visit, (b) direct expenses involved in a specialized
credential team visit and any re-visits related to noted stipulations from the
original visit and, (¢) the substitute expenses for team members who are
classroom teachers, if requested. If the institution is planning a merged
accreditation visit, the institution is responsible for the costs associated with the
national accrediting body. This is also true if the institution elects to have one or
more of its credential programs accredited by a national professional association.

2. The institution is responsible for covering all assigned time to its faculty and
staff who have developed reports or documents. If the institution elects to have a
reception for the team or to provide food to the team during the visit, it must bear
the cost of these items.

3. The institution is responsible for preparing all necessary documents included
but not limited to, the Preliminary Report, the Institutional Self-Study Report
including reports for all approved credential programs, sufficient copies of these
reports for team members, all necessary back-up documents and files to support
the Self-Study Report(s), and any other materials deemed useful to the team by
the institution. All materials sent to the Commission and to team members should
be considered the property of the Commission. Any materials of value should be
kept on campus in the document room.

4. The institution is responsible for providing sufficient space on campus for a
private room for the team, a document room for all files and materials, space for
all team members to conduct their interviews, access to telephones for team
members required to make telephone interviews, and personal computers
compatible with the Commission's to facilitate team writing. The institution is
also responsible for assisting the CCTC/COA consultant in identifying an
acceptable hotel in close proximity to the campus, arranging for meals for the
team, if requested by the consultant, and arranging parking permits during the
visit for team members.

5. The institution is responsible for making all necessary arrangements regarding
the interview schedules. This includes providing parking for interviewees,
assigning campus guides to direct individuals to their interview locations,
arranging for back-up interviews, and ensuring that an adequate number of
interviews are scheduled for the unit and all its programs. Institutions are
encouraged to propose innovative arrangements for handling interviews (e.g.,
interactive audio and video connections or dispersed interview sites), but are
strongly advised to ensure that sufficient numbers of interviews are scheduled
across all key groups.
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6.

In the case of a re-visit or the visit of a specialized credential team, the
institution is responsible for making the same type of arrangements as noted
above for an original visit.

The institution is responsible for all expenses involved in attending a Committee

on Accreditation meeting. In the event of an institutional claim of bias or failure
to follow procedures, the institution must bear the cost of the making the appeal
and attending any appeal hearings or meetings. If a re-visit is required as a

result of the appeal, the standard division of responsibilities and costs apply.

Preliminary Report

No less than twelve months before the scheduled visit, institutional officials
prepare a Preliminary Report to be submitted to the team leader and the
Commission staff consultant. This brief report describes the institutional mission

and includes information about institutional demographics, special emphasis
programs, and other unique features of the institution. The Preliminary Report
is designed to help the Commission consultant and the team leader (in discussion
with the dean or director) determine the type, size and complexity of the
programs to be reviewed and the structure, size and expertise of the review team
to be selected. The Preliminary Report includes, among other things, the
following three components.

1. Response to Preconditions. In its Preliminary Report, the institution
includes its response to accreditation preconditions established by state laws
and the Commission. The institution must respond to preconditions for all
credential programs offered by the institution.

2. Indication of Selected Options. In its Preliminary Report, the
institution indicates the options it has selected for each credential program
in the accreditation review. Institutions may select different options for

different credential programs, as described in the Accreditation Framework.

3. Special Characteristics of the Institution. In its Preliminary Report,
the institution notes any special characteristics about its credential
programs that would affect the composition of the team, the organization of
the visit, or the development of the team schedule. The offering of programs
at multiple sites, the wuse of unusual delivery formats, and/or unusual
staffing patterns are of particular interest to the Committee on Accreditation.
Institutions with multiple-site programs must include specific information
about the number and enrollment of all such programs, their past and
current status, and the administrative relationships among these various
locales and options. Institutions using a professional development school
model should respond to this section of the Preliminary Report.
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F. Self-Study Report and Campus Exhibits
Report Guidelines

No less than 60 workdays before the visit, the institution mails sufficient copies

of its Institutional Self-Study Report to the team leader and the Commission staff
consultant, who distributes copies of the report to each accreditation team
member. The institution may choose to mail its Self-Study Report directly to
team members, in which case the report should be mailed no less than 40
workdays before the visit. In responding to each applicable standard, the self -
study report should emphasize quality considerations, educational rationales,
and thoughtful program analyses.

The Institutional Self-Study Report has, at a minimum, the following items:

- Letter of Transmittal by President

- Letter of Verification by Dean or Director

- Background of Institution and its Mission and Goals

- Education Unit Mission and Goals

- Significant Changes in Education Programs since last review
(with references to stipulations or weaknesses noted in last visit)

- Responses to Common Standards (with references to documents)

- Responses to Program Standards by Program Cluster (with

references to documents). These responses will vary depending
on the options selected by the institution.

- Abbreviated Faculty Vita organized by Program Cluster
and by credential courses taught in the past two years.

All other background material and data should be placed in the document room
on campus and referenced in the Self-Study Report. Institutions are encouraged
to use graphic representations and other visual information in the Self-Study
document. Institutions planning to use multi-media presentations should confer
with the CCTC/COA consultant early in the planning process. The Self-Study
should be relatively brief but must include responses to all the Common
Standards and all standards for each approved credential program, following the
options elected by the institution in its Preliminary Report.

Supporting Documentation Required

In the document room on campus, the institution is required to assemble detailed
materials that will verify and support the assertions made in the  Self-Study
Report. The following list of supporting documentation is not exhaustive; it is
intended to be illustrative. The institution should tailor its supporting materials
to its own mission and goals, organizational structure, and array of credential
programs. The institution is also encouraged to utilize alternate means of
presenting supporting materials including videotapes, CD-ROMs, wall displays,
interactive computer programs, and audio  tapes. If the institution makes use of
alternate approaches to providing support, its representative should confer
with the assigned consultant and the team leader to ensure that sufficient time

is allocated within the master schedule to permit the full review and appraisal of
the developed materials.
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1. Complete vitas from all full-time faculty within the unit and within all
approved credential programs.

2. Complete vitas from all part-time faculty who have taught credential
courses in the past two years.

3. Information regarding recruitment and retention procedures for full-time
and part-time faculty.

4. Information on support for full-time and part-time faculty including
research, travel, and staff development support.

5. Information on recruitment and admissions procedures including the actual

selection process for admission.

6. Copies of all advisement materials used in all credential programs.

7. Copies of student handbooks, supervisor handbooks and other relevant
credential publications.

8. Copies of relevant budgets, including unit budgets, departmental budgets
and program budgets, if available.

9. Institutional procedures on budget and faculty allocations.

10. Copies of recent catalogues and individual course syllabi
(Note: where multiple sections of credential  courses are offered, institutions
should provide additional evidence that all sections of the required
credential courses attend to the relevant standards).

11. Internship programs should provide evidence of district and bargaining
representative agreements and other evidence that internship standards
are being met.

12. Minutes of advisory group meetings or other evidence of collaboration and
community involvement.

13. Evidence of on going, systematic, comprehensive program evaluation and
improvement with specific evidence of changes made or contemplated as a
result of this evaluation process.

14. Candidate assessment instruments and procedures with summary
information on candidate evaluation results as appropriate.

15. Evidence of institutional commitment to and assessment of all field
supervisors (individuals serving as cooperating teachers or others who
serve as non-employee evaluators of candidates).

16. Evidence of leadership within the unit and leadership among the elements
of the unit with particular attention to articulating a vision, fostering
collegiality, delegating responsibility and authority, and advancing the
stature of professional education within the institution.

Ways of Facilitating the Preparation, Organization, and Presentation
of Supporting Materials

The Committee on Accreditation uses a tri-partite process of evidence collection
and evaluation. The Institutional Self Study Report constitutes the first element,
the institution's assertion as to how it meets the Common Standards as  well as the
Program Standards it has selected. The second element in the collection and
evaluation of evidence is the team's review and analysis of supporting
documentation. The third element is the array of interviews conducted with
individuals who know each program best -- its faculty, students, graduates,
cooperating educators, and employers of graduates.
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The supporting materials serve as verification of the assertions made in the
Self-Study Report. Institutions are encouraged to ensure that the display of
these materials is clearly linked to the appropriate standards. The institutional
planners should encourage faculty and staff to begin to collect documents,
hand-outs, and other programmatic materials early in the development process.
Sorting and selecting materials is easier once all possible documents have been
pulled together. In assembling the document room itself, institutions may wish
to use one or more of the following organizational schemes:

1. Color-coding files or sets of documents by credential and/or by Common
Standard.

2. Labeling documents by Standard number within a credential program or
closely related set of credential programs.

3. Sorting materials in banker's boxes by credential.

4. Developing a computer search engine for electronic files and other
electronic data.

5. Providing team members with "look-up only" capacity on campus computer
system or personal computers provided to the team.

6. Providing information presented in the order in which students experience
the credential program (i.e., recruitment and admission materials presented
first, then curriculum materials).

7. Provide mock-ups of highly detailed student files that clearly show how
curriculum, field experience, and candidate competence standards are met.

8. Story Boards, PERK Charts, organizational charts, or other visual display
devices that depict aspects of the unit and its various credential programs.

Institutions are encouraged to use other presentation devices and approaches as
may assist team members in understanding how the institution meets or exceeds
all Common and Program Standards. Care should be taken to alert the consultant
and team leader to any innovative methods being contemplated to ensure that
the team will be properly advised before the visit begins.

G. The Interview Schedule

An accreditation team makes its determinations and recommendation on the
basis of the Institutional Self-Study Report and information collected while on
campus. The team studies institutional documents, reviews support materials,
and interviews individuals who have knowledge of the program and the quality
of students enrolled and graduates in the work force. It is the institution's
responsibility to set up the interview  schedule for all team clusters in
consultation with the CCTC/COA Consultant. Since the time available to the team
is limited and Committee policy dictates that sufficient numbers of individuals
from all constituent groups be interviewed, creating a workable interview

schedule is a critical task for the institution and should receive as
much attention as the preparation of the Institutional Self-Study
Report.

Accreditation Handbook Chapter 3 19



Who Should be Interviewed by the Team

Team members interview persons involved in the development and

coordination of the programs, the preparation of the candidates, and the
employment of graduates of the program. These interviewees come from the
credential program and surrounding school districts. A list of persons who

are typically scheduled for interviews is shown below.
Candidates (Check with Consultant before scheduling)

Beginning Candidates (small number)

Middle of Program Candidates (larger number than Beginning Candidates)
Nearing Completion Candidates, especially those in student teaching and/or
field experiences (majority of candidates interviewed)

Master Teachers/Supervisors

Currently working with candidates or have worked with a candidate in the
past year. If the professional development school model is used, then the
bulk of the interviews should be with the cooperating faculty from that
school(s).

Administrators

From schools where candidates and student teachers are placed, and/or who
assist with field work placements. These should be school sites where
placements are routinely made.

Graduates

Previous year and the year before that (whether using credential or not
using credential) In cases where most graduates leave the area, it may be
necessary to go back one more year or to provide correct telephone
numbers to the team to ensure that a sufficient number of interviews are
conducted.

Employers of Graduates

School District Personnel Office Administrators
School Site Principals

Administration and Faculty of the Institution

President (optional unless merged NCATE/COA visit)

Academic Vice-President

Chief Financial Officer of Institution

Dean of the College or School of Education

Chairs of the involved departments outside School of Education

Program Coordinators of credential programs

Field Supervisors in each credential program

Professors and Instructors from each credential program,
(Full-time and Part-time)

Credential Analyst

Advisory Committee for credential programs
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NOTE: The number of individuals to be interviewed will vary by
category and program, and will depend upon program size, relative
"importance", availability, and location of the interviewees. The CCTC/COA
Consultant randomly selects interviewees. For a small credential program,
generally everyone associated with the program will be interviewed.
Specific problems with interview sample size must be discussed well in
advance of the visit with the Team Leader and the CCTC/COA Consultant.

Selection of Interviewees

The institution should begin assembling lists of potential interviewees at
least the semester before the visit. Placement and Alumni offices should be
consulted along with the Credential Analyst for the names of graduates,
supervising teachers and personnel. The names of current students should
be assembled as soon as practicable in the semester of the visit. Faculty who
teach in the program should be alerted to the visit dates to prevent them
from being off-campus. Special arrangements may be necessary for part -
time faculty or faculty on early retirement or sabbatical leave. The lists of
candidates, graduates, and master teacher/supervisors are sent to the
CCTC/COA consultant who randomly selects the persons who  will be invited
to the interviews from those categories. These lists will be returned
promptly so the institution can make the necessary contacts. Not all
interviews will be conducted one-on-one. Candidates can be interviewed in
small groups (3-10 students). Faculty and administrators should be
interviewed individually. Telephone interviews, closed-circuit television,
off-campus interview sites, and other innovative means of conducting the
interviews are strongly encouraged, particularly on campuses where
parking and travel are difficult or where graduates work at significant
distances from the campus.

Review of Interview Schedules by Team Leader

Interview schedules should be completed approximately three weeks before
a visit. When the schedule is complete, it is sent to the CCTC/COA Consultant
and the team leader for their final review. If an institution does not get the
schedule completed in time for Consultant and team leader review before the
visit, the review will occur on the afternoon or evening before the
interviews begin. This may well cause co